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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-24 are pending in the application. 

2. Claims 1-24 have been rejected. 

Specification 

3. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a 
separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 
150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the 
printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" 
and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist 
readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the 
title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure concerns," 
"The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

The abstract exceeds the 150-word limit. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 
do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
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reference is determined under 35 LLS.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 
35U.S.C. 102(e)). 

4. Claims 1, 2, 5-7, 9, 12-14, 16 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Warren et al U.S. Patent No. 5,963,909. 

As to claim 1, Warren et al discloses a method for controlling access to digital 
information, comprising: 

storing digital information in an encrypted form on a host system [column 11, 
lines 5-16]; and 

reproducing the digital information using a media player application on the host 
system, the reproducing step including degrading a reproduction quality of the digital 
information based on at least one of a time condition and a use condition [column 11, 
lines 33-42]. 

As to claim 2, Warren et al discloses that the method of claim 1, further comprises: 

storing data on the host system which correlates a first type of decryption key 
with a first type of reproduction quality degradation performed based on at least one of 
the time condition and the use condition [column 16, lines 16-24]; 

storing the first type of decryption key on the host system [column 16, lines 25- 

29]; 

comparing the first type of decryption key to the data stored on the host system to 
identify the first type of reproduction quality degradation [column 1 1, lines 33-42], 
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wherein the reproducing step includes degrading the reproduction quality 
of the digital information in accordance with the first type of reproduction quality 
degradation identified in the comparing step [column 11, lines 33-42]. 
As to claims 5 and 12, Warren et al discloses that the reproducing step includes degrading 
the reproduction quality of the digital information by altering a decompression of the digital 
information [column 10, lines 21-31]. 

As to claims 6 and 13, Warren et al discloses that the reproducing step includes degrading 
the reproduction quality of the digital information by altering a rendering of the digital 
information [column 11, lines 33-42]. 

As to claim 7, Warren et al discloses that the host system is one of a personal computer, a 
personal digital assistant, and a digital set-top box [column 5, lines 24-32]. 

As to claim 9, Warren et al discloses a method for controlling access to digital 
information, comprising: 

acquiring digital information for reproduction on a host system [column 10, lines 

21-31]; 

sending the digital information to the host system with a first decryption key, the 
first decryption key instructing an application program on the host system to degrade the 
reproduction quality of the digital information based on at least one of a time condition 
and a use condition [column 11, lines 33-42]. 

As to claim 14, Warren et al discloses the sending step includes sending the application 
program with the digital information and the first decryption key [column 11, lines 43-55]. 
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As to claim 16, Warren et al discloses storing data in the application program which 
correlates the first decryption key with a first type of reproduction quality degradation performed 
based on at least one of the time condition and the use condition [column 11, lines 32-42]. 
Warren et al discloses that the application program performs the first type of reproduction quality 
degradation when executed on the host system [column 11, lines 32-42]. 

As to claim 20, The method of claim 11, further comprising: defining a pricing structure 
wherein the second decryption key is priced higher than the first decryption key. 

5. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Lee et al U.S. Patent 
No. 5,822,360. 

As to claim 21, Lee et al discloses a method for controlling access of digital information, 
comprising: 

storing digital information in an encrypted form on a host system [column 3 line 
62 to column 4 line 12]; 

reproducing the digital information a first time with a first quality of reproduction 
[column 10, lines 36-53], and 

reproducing the digital information a second time with a second quality of 
reproduction, the second quality of reproduction being degraded relative to the first 
quality of reproduction [column 10, lines 36-53]. 

6. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Ishibashi et al U.S. 
Patent No. 6,728,379 Bl. 
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As to claim 22, Ishibashi et al discloses a method for controlling access of digital 
information, comprising: 

providing digital information to a host system, the host system including an 
application program for reproducing the digital information [column 12, lines 16-24]; and 
providing a decryption key to the host system which instructs the application 
program to prevent the digital information from being reproduced after the digital 
information has been reproduced a predetermined number of times [column 13, lines 16- 
37]. 

7. Claims 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(b) as being anticipated by Eller et al 
U.S. Patent No. 5,889,860. 

As to claim 23, Eller et al discloses a method for controlling access of digital 

information, comprising: 

storing digital information in an encrypted form on a host system [column 5, lines 

14-37]; 

storing an application program for reproducing the digital information on the host 
system [column 5, lines 38-53]; 

storing a first decryption key on the host system [column 5, lines 53-56]; and 
activating the application program to reproduce the digital information on the host 
system, the application program reproducing the digital information based on the first 
decryption key, the first decryption key controlling the application program to reproduce 
only a portion of the digital information [column 5 line 65 to column 6 line 11]. 
As to claim 24, Eller discloses the method fiirther comprising: 
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storing a second decryption key on the host system [column 7, lines 40-48], 

wherein the application program reproduces the digital information a 
second time based the second decryption key, the second decryption key 
controlling the application [column 7, lines 51-65]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Warren 
et al U.S. Patent No. 5,963,909 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Okada 
U.S. Patent No. 6,643,402 Bl. 

As to claims 3 and 4, Warren e al does not teach that the information that indicates that 
the digital information is to be reproduced without degradation in quality instructs the media 
player application to permanently prevent the first type of reproduction quality degradation 
indicated by the first type of decryption key. Warren et al does not teach storing additional data 
on the host system that correlates a second type of decryption key with information that indicates 
that the digital information is to be reproduced without degradation in quality. Warren et al does 
not teach storing the second type of decryption key on the host system. Warren et al does not 
teach comparing the second type of decryption key to the additional data stored on the host 
system. Warren et al does not teach that the reproducing step includes reproducing the digital 
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information on the media player application without degradation in quality based on the 
additional data comparing step. 

Okada teaches information that indicates that the digital information is to be reproduced 
without degradation in quality instructs the media player application to permanently prevent the 
first type of reproduction quality degradation indicated by the first type of decryption key 
[column 19, lines 50-58]. Okada teaches storing additional data on the host system that 
correlates a second type of decryption key with information that indicates that the digital 
information is to be reproduced without degradation in quality [column 18, lines 6-12]. Okada 
teaches storing the second type of decryption key on the host system [column 18, lines 21-27]. 
Okada teaches comparing the second type of decryption key to the additional data stored on the 
host system [column 18, lines 46-53]. Okada teaches that the reproducing step includes 
reproducing the digital information on the media player application without degradation in 
quality based on the additional data comparing step [column 19, lines 8-19], 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Warren et al so that there would have been 
information that indicated that the digital information was to be reproduced without degradation 
in quality and instructed the media player application to permanently prevent the first type of 
reproduction quality degradation indicated by the first type of decryption key. There would have 
been additional data stored on the host system that correlated to a second type of decryption key 
with information that indicates that the digital information was to be reproduced without 
degradation in quality. The second type of decryption key would have been stored on the host 
system. The second type of decryption key would have been compared to the additional data 
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stored on the host system. The reproducing step would have included reproducing the digital 
information on the media player application without degradation in quality based on the 
additional data comparing step. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Warren et al by the teaching of Okada because it allows 
authenticated users to make a copy of the media without having degradation in the quality. 

9. Claims 8 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Warren 
et al U.S. Patent No. 5,963,909 as applied to claims 1 and 9 above, and further in view of 
Graunke et al U.S. Patent No. 5,991,399. 

As to claim 8, Warren e al does not teach that the media player application includes 
tamper-resistant software. 

Graunke et al teaches a media player application that includes tamper-resistant software 
[column 4, lines 8-23]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Warren et al so that the media player application 
would have included tamper-resistant software. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Warren et al by the teaching of Graunke et al because it 
improves the integrity of the trusted layer [column 4, lines 8-23]. 

10. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Warren et al 
U.S. Patent No. 5,963,909 as applied to claims 9 above, and further in view of Duncan et al 
U.S. Patent No. 6,163,844. 
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As to claim 10, Warren et al does not teach receiving information from a user of the host 
system. Warren e al does not teach the information indicating a desire to have unrestricted 
access to the digital information. Warren e al does not teach sending a second decryption key to 
the host system, the second decryption key instructing the application program to reproduce the 
digital information without degradation in quality. 

Duncan et al teaches receiving information from a user of the host system [column 4, 
lines 39-51]. Duncan et al teaches the information indicating a desire to have unrestricted access 
to the digital information [column 4, lines 39-51]. Duncan et al teaches sending a second 
decryption key to the host system, the second decryption key instructing the application program 
to reproduce the digital information without degradation in quality [column 13 line 55 to column 
14 line 6]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Warren et al so that information would have been 
received from a user of the host system. The information would have indicated a desire to have 
unrestricted access to the digital information, a second decryption key would have been sent to 
the host system. The second decryption key would have instructed the application program to 
reproduce the digital information without degradation in quality. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Warren et al by the teaching of Duncan et al because it 
allows an authorized user to receive the data with full use and without any degradation. 
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11. Claims 11 and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Warren et al U.S. Patent No. 5,963,909 as applied to claim 9 above, and further in view of 
Okada U.S. Patent No. 6,643,402 Bl. 

As to claim 11 and 17-19, Warren e al does not teach a second decryption key that 
instructs the application program to reproduce the digital information without degradation. 
Warren et al does not teach storing additional data on the host system that correlates a second 
type of decryption key with information that indicates that the digital information is to be 
reproduced without degradation in quality. Warren et al does not teach storing the second type 
of decryption key on the host system. Warren et al does not teach comparing the second type of 
decryption key to the additional data stored on the host system. Warren et al does not teach that 
the reproducing step includes reproducing the digital information on the media player application 
without degradation in quality based on the additional data comparing step. 

Okada teaches a second decryption key that instructs the application program to 
reproduce the digital information without degradation [column 19, lines 50-58]. Okada teaches 
storing additional data on the host system that correlates a second type of decryption key with 
information that indicates that the digital information is to be reproduced without degradation in 
quality [column 18, lines 6-12]. Okada teaches storing the second type of decryption key on the 
host system [column 18, lines 21-27], Okada teaches comparing the second type of decryption 
key to the additional data stored on the host system [column 18, lines 46-53]. Okada teaches that 
the reproducing step includes reproducing the digital information on the media player application 
without degradation in quality based on the additional data comparing step [column 19, lines 8- 
19]. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Warren et al so that there would have been a 
second decryption key that instructed the application program to reproduce the digital 
information without degradation. There would have been additional data stored on the host 
system that correlated to a second type of decryption key with information that indicates that the 
digital information was to be reproduced without degradation in quality. The second type of 
decryption key would have been stored on the host system. The second type of decryption key 
would have been compared to the additional data stored on the host system. The reproducing 
step would have included reproducing the digital information on the media player application 
without degradation in quality based on the additional data comparing step. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Warren et al by the teaching of Okada because it allows 
authenticated users to make a copy of the media without having degradation in the quality. 
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Conclusion 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aravind K Moorthy whose telephone number is 703-305-1373. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz R Sheikh can be reached on 703-305-9648. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Aravind K Moorthy 



September 1, 2004 
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